Introduction
The processes of decentralisation of public tasks and competences which have taken place in Poland in the last two decades as well as socio-economic changes including the development of telecommunication and information technology [1] increased the competitiveness of new administrative areas [2, 3] . The changing conditions led to the fact that local authorities noticed an opportunity to influence the development of territorial units with financial [4] as well as non-financial tools [5] that they have at their disposal. However, the range of this impact is not unlimited since it occurs on a particular market and it is a relatively autonomous process. Therefore, it is only partially subjected to external influence [6] . The need to impact upon surroundings contributed to the development of territorial marketing as a key tool in developing units. As a consequence, the quality of life is supposed to improve [7] . It seems that the significance of territorial marketing will be growing. It stems from the fact that the areas of services and infrastructure are becoming more and more similar as a result of an increase in integration, removing barriers, giving equal developmental opportunities as well as capital and human mobility [8] . It results in the fact that distinguishing features of communes are becoming more important for attracting inhabitants, tourists and organisations than what they have at their disposal (i.e. resources and functions also possessed by other units). Simultaneously, Hospers [8] highlights a growing importance of soft factors such as active promotional policy that takes into account conditions and the character of a region. Informing about assets is an integral element of building a market position and plays a crucial role in shaping a positive image of a unit among residents and non-residents. This image is particularly important in tourism. It is an essential factor influencing consumers' decisions regarding travel destinations [9, 10] .
A decreasing significance of traditional resources (e.g. investment areas, human resources, monuments) possessed by territorial units with a simultaneous increase in the role of unique resources (e.g. properly prepared and more convenient investment areas, highly-qualified human capital, UNESCO sites) constitute one of the factors contributing to a growing importance of marketing communication in terms of functioning and development of territorial units. Other factors include attempting to gain advantage over other regions, reducing disproportions between units with similar qualities as well as meeting informative expectations of particular interest groups.
A huge differentiation and complexity of promotional activities performed by communes in difficult conditions [11] , progress in the area of available ways and means of promotion as well as its role in the process of communication served as a basis for conducting research in this field. The aim of this research was to evaluate qualitative and quantitative characteristics of directions and range of promotional activities performed by communes of Podlaskie and Lubelskie Voivodeships taking into consideration selected economic and administrative conditions. An important aspect of this study was to determine competitiveness of the analysed units based on the method that is supposed to help create promotional strategies and facilitate taking decisions in this area. Therefore, the following research hypotheses were tested: -H : The frequency of using promotional tools by com-1 munes does not differ with regard to the type of the unit and financial resources they allocate to promotion. -H : There is a correlation between financial resources 2 that communes allocate to promotion and their revenue. 
Material and methods
The analysis was based on two types of data. The first type included data from primary questionnaire research which was carried out among 90 randomly selected communes from Lubelskie Voivodeship and 90 from Podlaskie Voivodeship. Local government authorities were asked to complete the questionnaire including questions about the frequency and range of promotional activities and expenditures on promotion. The expenditures were divided into 11 categories (increasing by 5000 PLN each). A further analysis included expenditures from particular categories and communes divided into two groups. The first group included those units which spent up to 25000 PLN on promotion (n=26), while the other group included those which spent more money (n=24). The completed questionnaires were returned by 26 rural communes from Lubelskie Voivodeship and 1 from Podlaskie Voivodeship (n=27), 2 urban communes from Podlaskie and 8 from Lubelskie Voivodeship (n=10) as well as 6 urban-rural communes from Podlaskie and 7 from Lubelskie Voivodeship (n=13).
The other type of data was obtained from the secondary sources, i.e. from the Local Data Bank of the Main Statistical Office and was used to characterise communes and analyse correlation and regression (tab. 1).
In order to analyse and interpret the collected data, the following statistical methods were applied: arithmetic mean (M), standard deviation (SD), variability coefficient (V), Pearson's correlation coefficient (r), linear, polynomial and logarithmic regression, Kruskal-Wallis test (H), Mann-Whitney U test (Z).
The market position of communes regarding their promotional activity was defined with the use of the author's own method elaborated on the basis of strategic analyses [12, 13, 14] . The analysis was a pilot study and a suggested solution was called an "integrated assessment of promotional position" (IAPP) since it allowed for defining correlations between the examined local government units taking into account directions and intensity of their promotional activity. The concept of IAPP method was based on the assessment of the communes' involvement in promotion. A matrix was constructed on the basis of three dimensions, i.e. tourists, inhabitants and market. The dimensions included two, three and six market segments respectively. The range of promotional activities in each of the segments was assessed by the representatives of communes on the scale from 1 to 6 (1 -sporadic/none, 2 -very small, 3 -small, 4 -average, 5 -big, 6 -very big) (tab. 2).
After the activity in every segment was assessed, the next stage was aimed at defining the total range of activities within each dimension (W ) for every examined commune.
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Then all the W values for all the variables (ranges) were 1 used to calculate arithmetic mean. The relations between the activity of communes in particular areas were defined by subtracting arithmetic mean calculated for all the units from W 1 result for each of the examined units (W ).
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The calculations provided three percentage values including both positive results (higher than the arithmetic mean for the examined communes) and negative results (lower than the 
* Each element of the range was assessed on the scale 1 -sporadic/none -6 -very big. Source: the author's own work. Table 2 . The system of points used to assess the range of promotional activities conducted by the communes arithmetic mean for the examined communes). On the matrix one of these values defines the X axis (inhabitants), the second one defined the Y axis (tourists), while the third one is presented as the circle volume (market -area).
The aforementioned IAPP analysis made it possible to identify the range and directions of promotional activities and to present the communes' position relative to their competition on the perception map (tab. 3). Additionally, it allowed for drawing conclusions concerning the directions of changes in further promotional activity and enabled local authorities to apply a proper strategy on the basis of their current position.
Results
From among twenty-nine promotional activities assessed by the representatives of communes, the most common activity was publishing information on the commune's website and publishing it on notice boards. These were the main ways of communication applied by the examined authorities. The third most common activity was advertising with the use of leaflets and brochures. The frequency of these three activities turned out to be the least varied among the examined units. The variability correlations were at the level of 11.35%, 18.73% and 18.86% respectively. A further analysis indicated that 11 promotional tools were used very often (M=4.00 to 4.99), while 14 tools were used less frequently (M=3.00 to 3.99). The least common tools were sending a newsletter via e-mail and promoting the commune through the participation of its representatives in investment fairs. Local government units varied most as far as newsletter use was concerned (V=55%). High variability (40-44%) occurred with regard to the frequency of use of 8 tools (tab. 4). Only three communes took up other promotional activities. One of them used its own LED screen, organised study visits to partner towns and published its own newspaper. The second commune ran a Facebook profile of a town and commune, while the third one published information bulletin.
On the basis of the analyses it may be concluded that the frequency at which the majority of tools is used differs depending on the type of commune and financial resources allocated to promotion (tab. 4). It turned out that the type of commune (i.e. rural, urban, urban-rural) exerted statistically significant influence on the popularity of such promotional activities as publishing information on other websites, publishing maps and guidebooks, preparing materials for the radio, organising/co-organising charity events, advertising on websites other than the communal own website, press interviews by the representatives of the authorities. The multiple comparison test indicated that statistically significant differences (p<0.05) for these tools existed only between urban and rural communes. On the basis of the mean of ranks it may be concluded that these tools are more often used by urban communes. Significant differences between urban and rural communes as well as between urban and urban-rural communes were revealed with regard to two activities, i.e. issuing promotional films on electronic data storage devices and publishing sponsored articles in the press and on the Internet. Also in this case urban communes were the leaders as far as this type of promotional activity is concerned. Despite the fact that multiple comparison test did not reveal any significant differences, the probability value for the Kruskal-Wallis test revealed that differences in the frequency of publishing information on the communal own website and preparing materials for television depended on the type of commune. The mean of ranks revealed that such activities are most often taken up by urban communes (31.00; 33.45 respectively), less frequently by urban-rural communes (29.19; 28.46) and least frequently by rural communes (21.69; 21.13) (tab. 5). In the case of 10 tools, financial resources devoted to promotion exerted statistically significant influence on how often they were used (tab. 4). The mean of ranks revealed that the communes which spent more on promotion also had a more active promotional policy.
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The value of linear correlation coefficient (r=0.451) between revenues and expenditures on promotion showed statistically significant positive correlation (p=0.001). The analysis of the spread graph ( fig. 1 ) revealed standing out values which related to three county towns. Their revenues were much higher than those of the remaining communes and their expenditures were among the highest similarly to the communes with much lower revenues. Because of this result and the fact that the correlation coefficient is highly influenced by border values [15] another analysis without these units was performed.
The value of the linear correlation coefficient for the analysed 47 communes was at the level of r=0.617 and was significant at the level of p=0.000. Despite such high correlation, after a visual assessment of the spread of data, it was impossible to confirm their linear character ( fig. 2) . Therefore, in order to prepare a quantitative description of the correlations, three regression models were tested. The correlation defining the level of the variable 'y' revealed that the best matched regression 
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=22308 ln 351268
where: y -expenditures on promotion in PLN x -revenues of communes in PLN
The obtained value of the coefficient of determination allowed for indicating that 40.5% of the variability of the amounts spent on promotion may be explained by the influence exerted by the revenues of communes. The correlations are presented in figure 2 .
In a further analysis the correlation between revenues of the commune per capita and expenditures on promotion were assessed. It turned out that there existed no correlation between these variables (r=-0.0812, p=0.587). The spread graph confirmed that there was neither linear nor curvilinear correlation between the examined variables ( fig. 3) . Therefore, it may be concluded that the amount spent on promotion does not depend on the increase or decrease in revenue per capita.
Promotional activity of the communes differed depending on the type of unit in four territorial segments and one target group segment (target group of the activities). The calculated values of Kruskal-Wallis test and their respective significance level (p<0.05) revealed that there are differences between urban, rural and urban-rural communes concerning the range of promotional activity on the local (county), regional (voivodeship), regional (a few voivodeships) and international market is not at the same level. Such difference was also revealed with regard to promotion aimed at working-age inhabitants (tab. 6).
The multiple comparison test provided an answer to the question which type of communes conducts promotional activity in a significantly (p<0.05) broader range and which in a significantly smaller range. There occurred only one statistically significant difference between urban and rural communes relating to three segments (both regional ones and an international one). On the basis of a mean rank it may be concluded that urban communes act in these segments on a larger scale. There were no differences between the types of communes relating to their activity in the county aimed at working-age inhabitants. However, the means of ranks allowed for concluding that this scale was biggest in urban (34.15; 32.30 respectively), smaller in urban-rural (27.50; 29.69) , and the smallest in rural communes (21.33; 20.96) (tab. 7).
In order to get to know whether the amount of expenditures devoted to promotion by communes does not differentiate the scale of the promotional activity aimed at particular segments in this area, a non-parametric Mann-Whitney U test was used.
The obtained values turned out to differentiate significantly the scale of the activity in the county, voivodeship, a few voivodeships and the country as well as the activity aimed at domestic tourists depending on the expenditures. More considerable promotional activity in these areas was noted in those communes which spent more than 25000 PLN per year (n=24).
The process of positioning the communes according to the assumptions of the IAPP method made it possible to mark out UR-U* UR-R* U-R* on the matrix the position of every commune relative to the remaining ones. The criteria of determining the position were the range of the promotional activity aimed at tourists and inhabitants as well as the territorial range. In order to clarify the results, the data were presented in two figures, the first of which ( fig. 4 ) included urban and urban-rural communes and the second one ( fig. 5 ) included rural communes. The volume of the circle shows the scale of the activities conducted by the particular communes, while the X axis shows these activities which were aimed at inhabitants, and the Y axis presents these aimed at tourists ( fig. 4 and 5) .
The values in three dimensions marked in the graph showed the position of every commune and allowed for their interpretation according to the variants defined in table 2. It turned out that the biggest number of units, i.e. 16 performed many activities in three dimensions (variant 1), while 8 communes conducted a low number of activities in the three dimensions (variant 8). Six of the examined communes aimed their main activities at tourists and inhabitants but they did it on a limited scale (variant 2). Only 3 of the examined communes were characterised by an opposite variant (variant 7). Five communes focused mainly on the promotion aimed at tourists only, while they did not pay a lot of attention to the other two dimensions (variant 3). The situation in which communes focused mainly on shaping relations with inhabitants on a large scale while conducted limited activity aimed at tourists was noted in four units (variant 6). For seven communes tourists and scope of the market were very significant (variant 4), while only one commune focused its main promotional activity on the inhabitants only and worked on a limited scale and conducted limited activity aimed at tourists (variant 5) ( fig. 4 and 5) .
Taking into account the type of local government units in the analysis, it must be noted that the most common variant of the position of the communes according to their promotional activity among urban communes was variant 1 (6 units), among urban-rural communes -variant 2 (4 units) and among rural ones -variant 8 (8 units). None of the units from among the first type of communes conducted activity according to variant 5 and 8, none of the units from among the second type according to variant 3 and 8, none from the third type according to variant 5 ( fig. 4 and 5) .
The range of promotional activities aimed at tourists, inhabitants and various markets is bigger than the arithmetic mean (urban communes -80.0%, 70.0% and 90.0% respectively; urban-rural 76.9%, 69.2% and 61.5%; rural -59.3%, 40.7% and 48.1%) .
Discussion
On the basis of the research it may be concluded that activities most commonly implemented in promotion are those regarded as traditional. It is noticeable that they are divided into two groups. The first one consists of tools used to communicate with inhabitants. Their application is not expensive because they include publishing information on notice boards, posters as well as sports, cultural and scientific events patronage and preparing materials for the press. The other group includes those forms which are mainly used to promote a brand, create an image and to present an offer of a commune to potential and current tourists, i.e. leaflets, brochures, maps and guidebooks. Apart from traditional methods, communes often rely on one of the Internet activities, such as publishing and updating information on their own website. Unfortunately, their engagement in social media activities is either very low or non-existent. Although this type of communication does not require considerable financial resources and it is very fast, accessible, widespread and interactive, it is still unknown to communes. Another form that communes often used was sponsoring sports clubs and athletes. This tool helps to combine promotion of units with supporting their inhabitants participating in physical activity. Both types of activity form communes' own objectives [16] . The findings also revealed considerable differences between communes concerning the frequency of performing the majority of promotional activities. It may stem from priorities that authorities set in terms of promotion as well as differentiated human resources and qualifications of their personnel. It should be assumed that it also depends upon such factors as the type of a tool (activity), level of difficulty, price and necessary commitment. Due to a financial deficit, authorities often focus on solutions which do not generate big costs [17] .
The obtained research results made it possible to conclude that depending on the type the communes differed in the frequency of performing five activities, while in the case of four communes these differences resulted from their promotion expenditures. For these activities there is a statistically significant basis for rejecting H . It shows that if a commune is more ur-1 banised and it spends more money on promotion, these promotional tools are used more frequently. The aforementioned criteria do not differentiate the frequency of performing other activities in a statistically significant manner, so they do not contradict the first hypothesis (H ). This differentiation may stem 
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The analysis revealed no correlations between the amount of money spent on promotion and revenue per capita in a commune. However, linear correlation was found between the revenue of a commune and overall promotion expenditures. Despite the existence of significant linear correlation, though, data spread graph did not show clearly the linear form of regression function. Therefore, three models of regression were tested. The logarithmic model turned out to be the best matched. Thus, based on the gathered data it may be concluded that promotion expenditures do not depend on revenue per capita but on overall revenue of the communes (H ). It means that the amount 2 of money communes spend on promotion is not determined by their wealth but by financial resources they have at their disposal. This correlation indicates that only slightly over 40% of promotion expenditure variability depends on overall revenue of the communes. The remaining part is conditioned by other factors such as objectives of promotion policy, type of activities as well as recipients of activities [19] . However, we ought to bear in mind that differences between correlations of determination in three tested models (linear, polynomial, logarithmic) turned out to be small. Therefore, further research is needed in this field.
Communes compared according to type differed in their promotional activity in 5 out of 11 markets. Also, the same number of markets differed in the range of promotion in terms of financial resources spent on it by communes. It bears out the assumption only partially (H ). The differentiation in the range 3 of promotional activities carried out by local governments concerns territorial range mainly. The results of the analyses also revealed that the type of a commune is the factor that differentiates the scale of activities aimed at working-age inhabitants, while promotion expenditures differentiate activities directed at domestic tourists. The findings indicate indirectly that the range of promotion policy may stem not only from the type and wealth of a commune but also from individual features of units, priorities and their importance to authorities [20] as well as from an implemented system of unit management, its efficiency or deficiency [21] .
An integrated method of evaluating promotional position made it possible to create a 3-D perception map that showed the location of the examined communes relative to one another. It was achieved through identifying correlations between the range of promotional activities aimed at tourists and those directed at inhabitants taking into account their territorial range. The mapping of those correlations on the matrix helps to obtain a lot of information useful in preparing promotional strategies. These strategies may include changing or enhancing the course of previous activities and their range, continuing to realise current policies as well as following competition. The positioning of the communes based on the presented method and the findings are in line with the assumptions made in the fourth hypothesis (H ). In the context of the analyses it should be noted 4 that comparing units makes it possible to show their global status and to highlight differences, developmental disproportions and competitive strength in social and economic dimensions as well as to define their attractiveness for various interest groups [22, 23, 24] .
At present a significant number of local governments use strategic planning in order to set long-term directions and priorities, help take decisions and prepare strategies and programmes of development. As it is noted by the authorities, benefits from strategic planning are significantly higher than the costs of implementing these plans [25] . However, it must be remembered that communes are not alienated. Therefore, in order to create a strategy it is necessary not only to analyse their position relative to the competition but also to identify financial resources as well as these elements which are either permanently connected with a unit or whose change would require considerable resources. Individual features of a unit resulting from specific factors (e.g. history, culture, anthropogenic and natural values) are also significant [26] .
